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POINT I — The Court of Appeals, in their latest decision, 
has totally ignored Appellant's right to have a Trial by Jury 
as guaranteed by Amendment VII to the U. S. Constitution and 
which has been the established policy of the Supreme Court in 
numerous decisions. 
POINT II — The Court of Appeals, will not consider the 
true facts in this case in that Salt Lake County did provide 
Legal Notice to the owner of the property. Plaintiff lied to 
and mis-represented the true facts to Judge Pat Brian, who made 
his decision based on the mis-representations, and then, who, 
being prejudiced against the Bolinders, AJSQLUTEJ~.JY REFUSED TO 
LET THEw JBOLINDERS_TESJIFY_ IN _HISm COURT. 
POINT III — A Writ of Centiorari should issue because 
the Court of Appeals' decision is in conflict with Amendment VII 
to the U. S. Constitution and the Utah State Constitution. 
Appellant had planned to demand a jury trial, but Judge Brian 
ruled against Appellant while discovery_ was still pending. 
POINT IV — A Writ of Centiorari should issue because Judge 
Brian was prejudiced against the Bolinders because of the fact 
that he was forced to recuse himself from one of his very first 
cases. The affidavit and the facts of his mis-conduct are in the 
Weaver v. Bolinder file. Case No. 860906056. 
CONCLUSION 5 
ADDENDUM 6 
TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 
International Harvester Credit.Corp v. ^ Pioneer Tractor 
and £|"JELlepenta .Inc,. 626 P.2d 418 (UtaP 1981) 
Utah Code Ann. Section 78-2-3(a) 
Section 78-2a-4 (1987) 
Section 78-45-2 
Section 78-2a-3(f) 
Artiele I* Section 12, Utah State Constitution 
ftrtic\e I, Section IO, Yita^ State CDnst'1^^01' 
Amendfflent VII United States Constitution 
QUESTIONS FOR REVIEW 
i_ pid the Court of Appeals Deny Appe Hants their Constitutional 
Right to a Trial by Jury by REFUSING TO ALLOW THEM TO HAVE THEIR 
DAY JN COURT AND TO PRESENT THEIR EVID£NCE? 
2- ff the Plaintiff in this action wa^ guilty of mis-
representation of the true facts, how c a n the truth be found and 
how C a n justice prevail if Defendants * n d Appellants are NOT 
ALL0WED TO PRESENT THEIR EVIDENCE? 
3_ pid the Court of Appeals err in failing to allow Appellants 
a fair hearing before a judge not prejadic:ed against them? 
4_ tfust Defendants take their case to the News Media? Won't 
someone stand up and defend our failing Constitution? 
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REFERENCE TO THE COURT OF APPEALS' OPINION 
Appellants presented their Oral Argument, which was totally 
ignored by the Court of Appeals. 
It was obvious that they had already made their decision before 
the Oral Arguments. 
Just because Plaintiff says that Salt Lake County did not provide 
legal notice of the sale, DOES NOT MEAN THAT THEY DID NOT. 
Appellants told the Court of Appeals that they even found a 
Notice of a Certified Letter addressed to Elizabeth Rivera in the 
KITCHEN OF THE HOUSE WHEN THEY TOOK POSSESSION OF IT. 
JUST BECAUSE PLAINTIFF DID NOT ACCEPT THE CERTIFIED LETTER FROM 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, DOES NOT MEAN THAT SALT LAKE COUNTY DID NOT 
MAIL THE CERTIFIED LETTER AS PROVIDED BY LAW. 
This case must be remanded back to a fair judge at the Third 
District Court so that the TRUTH CAN BE HEARD. 
JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 
The Utah Supreme Court has jurisdiction pursuant to Utah Code 
Ann. Section 78-2-3(3), Section y8-2a-4 (1987) and Rule 42 of the 
Rules of the Utah Supreme Court. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
With a long history of changing the address where the tax notices 
are mailed, and a history of redeeming the property after not 
paying the taxes when due, the plaintiff changed her address wxth 
Salt Lake County and then WILLFULLY REFUSED TO PAY ANY TAXES FOR 
5 YEARS. 
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Salt Lake County then sold the property to Quality for Animal 
Life, Inc. at the County Tax Sale. 
Defendants Bolinder subsequently purchased the property and have 
invested money to clean up and repair the property. 
Plaintiffs skillful lawyer convinced Judge Brian that she had 
never lived at the address where she had the tax notices mailed. 
Judge Brian, being prejudiced against the Bolinders, refused to 
allow them to present the true facts in his court, and the Court 
of Appeals is going along with Brian. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
Appellant Vern H. Bolinder has attended the Salt Lake County Tax 
Sales for the past two years. With attorney's present, and with 
experts from all County Departments, no one could be more careful 
to protect the rights of owners of property to redeem their 
properties. 
The microfilm records in this case clearly prove that Salt Lake 
County mailed certified letters to Elizabeth Rivera at both 
addresses. 
Just because the letters were not accepted, is no cause to give 
the property back to plaintiffs, and cause Appellants to lose all 
the money they paid to buy and repair the property. 
Somehow, Appellants must be given the RIGHT TO PRESENT THE TRUTH 
IN COURT. 
The Court must hear the testimony of Mr. Luz Neeves, who has paid 
the water bills on the property for 10 years. Appellants believe 
he will prove that Elizabeth Rivera never actually owned the 
property, but that she had a fiduciary responsibility for her 
handicapped sister, to whom their father had given the house, 
accordin9 to the Court testimony of this sister's husband. 
A R G U M E N T 
Appellants have simply been denied their right to have a Trial by 
Jury as guaranteed by the U. S. Constitution. Even while 
discovery was pending. Judge Brian issued an improper Summary 
Judgment. Appellants had planned to Demand a Jury Trial, but 
were not given the opportunity. Appellants now beg the Supreme 
Court to allow them this precious right — guaranteed by the U.S. 
Constitution. 
POINT I — The Court of Appeals, in their latest decision, 
has totally ignored Appellant's right to have a Trial by Jury, 
as guaranteed by the Constitution and ttfhich has been the policy 
of the Supreme Court in numerous decisi°ns. 
POINT II — The Court of Appeals? will not consider the 
true facts in this case in that Salt L*ke County did provide 
Legal Notice to the owner of the property. Plaintiff lied to 
and mis-represented the true facts to Judge Pat Brian, who made 
his decision based on tY*e mis-reprBBBTI^^^^5 ^"^ .^Vflan, Wno, 
being prejudiced against the Bolinders? ABSOLUTELY REFUSED JJD_ 
LET XHi^BOjLINDERS TESTIFY^JN HIS JCOUR]> 
POINT III — A Writ of Centiorari should issue because 
the Court of Appeals' decision is in conflict with the U. S. 
Constitution and the Utah State Constitution. 
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POINT IV — A Writ of Centiorari should issue because Judge 
Brian was prejudiced against the Bolinders because of the fact 
that he was forced to recuse himself from one of his very first 
cases. The affidavit and the facts of his mis-conduct are in the 
Weaver v. Bolinder file. Case No. 860906056. 
C O N C L U S I O N 
This is a perfect example of how Justice can be Thwarted, and the 
truth can be hidden by very good lawyers and prejudiced Judges. 
Unless this case is remanded back to the Third District Court for 
a review of the TRUE FACTS, Appellants must suffer severe losses 
and the Plaintiff will receive a valuable and improved property 
which will unjustly enrich Plaintiff, so that Plaintiff will 
benefit^from her willJPul refusal to pay legally due pjlopertLYY 
taxes for 5 years. A reward for violating the law. 
The unanswered discovery, which was pending when Judge Brian 
issued his Summary Judgment, was trying to establish the fact 
that the Plaintiff never did actually own this property. There 
being evidence that she never purchased the property, nor did she 
ever pay the property taxes. It appears that she had a fiduciary 
responsibility for her handicapped sister and that Mr. Luz 
Neeves, or other relatives were actually paying the taxes. 
Where or where is justice to be found in this case? A Court 
Hearing must be held to examine the Plaintiff and the other 
witnesses to establish the truth about the disputed material 
facts in this case. Surely the Supreme Court will uphold our 
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precious Constitution5 and that Appellants will be (^ iven their 
right to a Jury Trial, where the truth will finally be 
established. 
ADDENDUM 
Copy of ORDER OF AFFIRMANCE from the Utah Court of Appeals 
filed on April 25, 1991. 
DATED this rd day of June, 1991-
Vern H. Bolinder, Pro Se 
CERTIFICATE OF HAND DELIVERY 
I hereby certify that I hand delivered a true and correct copy 
of the above Petition For Writ of Certiorari this rd day 
of June, 1991 to the followingi 
Gallegos & Sciumbato 
333 So. Denver St. 
Salt Lake, UT 84111 
Lorin N. Pac& 
350 South 400 E-
Salt Lake, 84111 
Carl Hendricksen 
2001 So. State S3600 
Salt Lake, 84190 
IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
ooOoo 
APR 2 51991 
Elizabeth Gallardo aka 
Elizabeth Rivera, 
Plaintiff and Appellee, 
^Syy ~ Xoonan 
Ckixc. ne Court 
Utah Court of Appeals 
v. 
Salt Lake County; Quality for 
Animal Life, Inc.; Vern H. 
Bolinder: and Dflvjfl goUnfler, 
Defendants and Appellants. 
ORDER OF AFFIRMANCE 
Case No. 900049-CA 
Before Judges Orme, Greenwood, and Russon (on Rule 31 Hearing) 
The summary judgment of the district court is affirmed. 
Dated this 24th day of April, 1991. 
ALL CONCUR: 
Gregory^T Orme, Judge 
^*&L~j? 
Pamela T. Greenwood, 
